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Hemarks/Arguroegts 

The foTegoing amendments and these remarks are in response to the 0£&ce Action, dated 
June 16, 2005. This Amendment is timely filed. 

At the time of the Office Action, claims 1-19 were pending in the apphcatioo. Claims 1, 
2 and 4 were ivjected under 35 U.S C. § 102. Claims 3 and S-14 were objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim- Claims 15-19 were allowed- 

Claims 1-19 are pending and remam as originally presented. 
Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1. 2 and 4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b} as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6.14l,S62 to Matsui et aL ("Matsui"). Itis respectfidly submitted that flie rejection of 
claims 1, 2 and 4 is not well founded for several reasons. 

First, th« 0£Sce action points to the connecting section 3S of Matsui as being the flange 
recited in claim 1 . However, the connecting section 35 does not mount lo a combostor 
component. As noted in Matsui, "die base 22 of the hand assembly 1 1 having a connecting 
section 35 to be connected to the insening and drawing section 13." Matsui at col. 9. lines 54- 
56. Matsui also explains that the "insetting and drawing section 13 which is supponed by a 
frame 18 and which moves die hand assembly 1 1 back and fbith in a direction B which is 
parallel to the central axis of the combustor 2." Matsui at col. 9, lines 17-21. The connecting 
section 35 of Matsui never mounts to any combustor component. Thus, the connection section 
35 of Matsui cannot be regarded as a flange, as recited by claim 1 . 

Second, even if it is assumed for die sake of argument that the connecimg section 35 can 
be characterised as die flange, then it cannot be said d»at die rod 20 of Matsui is selectively 
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coupled to and extends away from the connecting section 35. Matsui only discloses the rod 20 as 
jutting out forward at the central position of the hand assembly 1 1. Even with respect to the base 
22, The rod 20 is separated tberefiom by a parallel fine adjustment member 14 and an inserting 
and drawing member 12. Thus, the rod 20 is not associated with, let alone selectively coupled 
to, the connecting section 35. 

Third, Matsui does not dasclose a plurality of radially exiaidable jaws, as recited by claim 
I. The hoolcs 23 of Matsui, which is whai the Office Action refers to as the jaws» are not radially 
extendable. The disclosure of Matsui is clear that the hooks 23 do not move radially. For 
instance, Matsui specifically discloses in connection that the inner hands 21 are opened and 
closes in a direcrion F. Matsui at col. 9, hnes 55-60. f IG. 3 clearly shows that direction F is not 
radial to the axis of the rod 20. Kather, the hooks 23 move in a rotational manner about an axis 
that is neither coUinear nor even parallel to the axis of the rod 20, assuming the axis of the rod 
even corresponds to a target axis of alignment. The only other ponion of Matsui that speaks to 
ihe movement of tiie hooks 23 is in claim 3, which recites that the "inner hand comprises a hook 
and is equipped, at a root of said inner hand, with a rotatable inner band joint." (emphasis 
added). Thiis, the disclosure of Matsui undoid>tedly does not contemplate radial niovemen^ . 

the hooks 23. 

Fourth, Matsui does not disclose a plurality of jaws with outer tips that are radially 
exiendable m a cooperative manner such that each of ibe omer tips move a substantially equal 
radial distance from aiargei axis of alignment, as recited by claim 1- The disclosure of Matsui is 
scant regarding the movement of the hooks 23. Aside from a cryptic reference to "peniagraph 
members," Matsui provides hnle discussion on the manner in which the hooks 23 are moved. 
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Maisui is devoid of any discussion of coordinated movement of the hooks 23. Nor does Matsui 
elaborate on the manner in whidi the books 23 are operdted, thereby further demonstrating 
Matsui*s lack of appreciation of coordinated movement of the hooks 23. Ii is noted that FIG. 3 of 
Matsui appears to show only one of the three hooks 23 of the inner hand 1 9 being moved^ which 
strong indicates that the books 23 are independently movable. 

In addition to the above, there is no reason apparent from Matsui that would require the 
hooks 23 to move in a cooperative manner such that each of the outer tips move a substantially 
equal radial distance fix>m the target axis of alignment Indeed, such coordinated movement is 
not imponant to Matsui, which is only seeking to provide a device to hold the transition piece 6 
during assembly and disassembly. Matsui seeks to avoid the '^extremely difficult** work of 
''moving the transition piece 6 out of and back into the gas turbine main body casing . . . mo:iily 
by hand." Matsui at col 1, lines 48-S 1 . Matsui does not teach or even suggest using the 
disassembling and assembling ^par4tus 10 to properly aUgn the transition piece 6. 

In ligbt of flie above, u is respectfully submincd that the rejection of claim 1 based on 
Matsui has been overcome. 
Dependent Claims 

Because claim 1 has been distinguished over Matsui, all of the claims depending from 
claim 1 aie necessarily distinguishable over Matsui as well. Thus, Apphcant rcq^ecifidly 
submits that it is unnecessary to rewrite clauns 3 and 5-14, which were objected to as depending 
from rejected claim 1, in independoit fbtm. 

Applicant fimher wishes to address the rejections of dependent claims 2 and 4- With 
respect to claim 2. the Office Action noted that Matsui discloses a "flange (35) [that] mcludes at 
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least one protrusion (22) for centering the fixture on a combustor component." It is respectfully 
submitted that the indicated components of Matsui do not support ^ rejection of claim 2. The 
base 22 of Matsui is not a protrusion as recited by claim 2. The base 22 does noihing to center 
the apparatus 10 on a combustor componem. For this additional reason, clami 2 distinguishes 
over Matsui, 

Claim 4 recites that the plurality of radially exxendable jaws are biased radially inward. 
In rejecting claim 4. the Office Action point to hooks (23) as being a plurality of extendable jaws 
and that these hooks (23) are "biased radially inward via members (1 9)/' There is no suppon for 
such a rejection. As noted above, Matsui provides linle detail of the manner in which the inner 
hands 19 and the hooks 23 are operated. While FIG. 3 of Matsui appears to show that one of the 
hooks 23 can be moved, Maisui is absolutely silent as to whether the hooks 23 are biased at all, 
let alone in a radially inward direction, hi short, the 0£Eice Action gives too much credit to 
Matsui, which is so lacking m detail to support the rejection of claim 4* Therefore, claim 4 is 
further distinguished from Matsui. 
Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's allowance of claims 15-19, Applicant 
agrees with the Exanunefs statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter, 
but Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's stated reasons are not an exhaustive list of 
reasons as to why claims 15-19 are allowable. Additional grounds of distinction include, for 
example, the recitations of claim 15 directed to the fixture itself, which, as explained earlier, are 
not found in Matsui or any of the art of record. 
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In light of the foregoing, it is lespectfiiUy stitnnitted that the rgections set forth in die 
OfHce Action have been overcome. Acconiingly, Applicant respectfully requests that die 
Examiner reconsider the claims cwrently pending in the application; wi^draw the rejections 
under 3S U.S.C. § 102; allow die pending claims; and promptly issae a timely Notice of 



Allowance. 



Respectfidly submitted. 




Joseph W. Bain, Regvi%k5^,290 
Mark M. Zylka, Reg. N648,518 
AlCERMAN SENTERFITT 
P.O. Box 3188 

West Palm Beach. FL 33402-3 188 
Telephone: (561)653-5000 
Facsimile: (561)659-63X3 
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